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DECISION ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal from the final rejection of

claim 5.  Claims 6 through 8 have been indicated by the examiner

as allowable and are not before us on appeal.

The invention is directed to a digitizing tablet and, more

particularly, to the cancellation of common-mode signals in such

a tablet.

                                                                
1    Application for patent filed February 4, 1994.
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Independent claim 5 is reproduced as follows:

5. In a digitizing tablet which produces four signals indicative
of the distances of a stylus from four respective corners of the
tablet, the improvement comprising:

a) computing x-y position of the stylus using a computation
based on differences between four pairs of distance
signals; and

b) deriving said differences using difference amplifiers
which suppress common-mode signals in the distance
signals.

The examiner relies on the following reference:

Asher 5,008,497 Apr. 16, 1991

Claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. ' 102(b) as

anticipated by Asher.

Reference is made to the briefs and answer for the

respective positions of appellants and the examiner.

OPINION

We reverse.

For a patent claim to have been anticipated under 35 U.S.C.

' 102, all the elements in the claim or equivalents thereof must

have been disclosed in a single prior art reference or device.

Radio Steel & Mfg. Co. v. MTD Prods., Inc., 731 F.2d 840, 845,

221 USPQ 657, 661 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 469 U.S. 831

(1984).



Appeal No. 96-0671
Application 08/192,078

3

Instant claim 5 requires, inter alia, that the x-y position

of the stylus be computed “using a computation based on

differences between four pairs of distance signals.”  As an

example, instant Figure 6 shows these four pairs as “A-C,” “B-

D,” “A-D” and “C-B.”

The reference to Asher clearly does not disclose the

claimed “four pairs of distance signals.”  The examiner relies

on Figure 9 of Asher wherein voltage signals Vr, Vl, Vt, and Vb  are

related to distance signals from each corner of the tablet.

However, these voltage signals are then paired up into two pairs

(Vr –V1 and Vt-Vb), rather than the claimed “four pairs.”

The examiner appears to indicate that the voltage signals

of Asher really do show “four pairs,” as claimed, because each

voltage signal represents the voltage between a certain point

and ground potential.  As pointed out by appellants, such an

interpretation is improper because claim 5 also calls for the

suppression of “common-mode signals” and so ground potential

cannot be part of the claimed pairs of distance signals.  But,

in any event, even if the four voltage signals of Asher are to

be so construed, the x-y position of the stylus in Asher is

still computed based on the differences between only two pairs

of signals through differential amplifiers 50 and 51, and not on

the “four pairs” required by instant claim 5.



Appeal No. 96-0671
Application 08/192,078

4

Accordingly,  Asher does not meet all of the limitations of

instant claim 5 and we will not sustain the rejection of claim 5

under 35 U.S.C. ' 102(b).

The examiner’s decision is reversed.

REVERSED

          Stanley M. Urynowicz, Jr.       )
     Administrative Patent Judge     )

                                )
            )

       )
Errol A. Krass                  ) BOARD OF PATENT
Administrative Patent Judge     )   APPEALS AND

       )  INTERFERENCES
       )

                  )
 John C. Martin                  )
     Administrative Patent Judge     )
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